REMARKS 

The amendment to claim 5 incorporates all of the limitations of its previous parent claim 1, 
which has now been cancelled. Dependent claims 2-4 and 6-9 have also been cancelled, 

QfrjertPP t Q Dwmgs Un<ter 37 CFR 1.33(a) 

Submitted herewith is a drawing sheet marked Replacement Drawing in which Fig. 1 has 
been revised to add a box 58 representing the steps in claim 5 of enabling the control system 
to access data and displaying the data on a website. This is submitted to obviate the drawing 
objection as not showing the claim feature "displaying data on a website.". The remaining 
drawing objections to certain other claim features have been obviated by cancellation of the 
claims having those features. No new matter is contained in the replacement drawing as the 
data accessing and displaying steps were in original claims 1 and 5, and such claims are to be 
considered part of the original disclosure. 

The specification has been amended at pg. 5 paragraph starting at line 16, to add that a 
referemce to the step 58 in which the control system accesses data and displays the data on 
the website. 

Setfipn 112 Rejecfrpn 

Claim 5 was rejected as unpatentable under §112 as being vague and unclear as to who is 
"giving" or how the "giving" is carried out in the claim. For the following reasons Applicant 
submits that the term is not vague or unclear. 

The word appears in the claim's step "giving a wrap to a first user" ("customer" as in Boxes 
26 and 28 of Fig. 1). Applicant submits that a method claim need not be specific as to "who" 
is giving the wrap nor "how" it is given unless the disclosure indicates that the "who" that is 
giving, or the "how" it is given is critical to the claimed method. No such criticality is 
included in Applicant's disclosure. Indeed, Applicant's specification at pg. 4, lines 2-4, broadly 
states that the "originator" (of the wrap and who /which would give the wrap to a first 
user /customer), could be "the wrap manufacturer, mail order business, dealer or retail 
shop." The description's use of the alternative form "could be" indicates that even other 
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types of originators could be among those doing the giving. Similarly, the "how" is broadly 
stated in the specification at pg. 4, lines 4-5 as "(T)he wrap is then sold or otherwise 
transferred by the originator to a customer at step 28." The "otherwise transferred" 
expression clearly indicates that other suitable means of transfer could be used. 

Evidence showing conventional use of gerund words such as giving 1 expressing action are 
to be found in most method claim patents without there being any identification of who or 
how the action is being made or done. Among these examples are the Bouchard patent cited 
in the Section 102 rejection in this case. Bouchard's parent method claim 8 has steps starting: 

• generating a tracking number,.." 

• generating a tracking request..." 

• storing the tracking request ..." 

• generating tracking objects ..." 

• receiving results ..." 

• updating shipping server data ..." 

• limiting the generation ..." 

In none of these seven steps of Bouchard's claim 8 is there any limitation of who is 
performing the steps, nor any as to how the steps are performed. The same is true in each 
of the previous references' in this case to Dutta '732 and the application publications Rogan 
Pub. '372. and Rudolph '471. These show that the standard practise is to broadly claim the 
manner of executing the steps. 

Sector IQ2 Pripr Art Reject 

Claim 5 as presented in the amendment of Jan. 7, 2008 was rejected as anticipated by the 
newly cited Boucher reference. For the following reasons, it is respectfully submitted that 
Boucher does not anticipate the method steps of claim 5. 

Boucher teaches a tracking system and method that tracks the location of a package while it 
is in transit from the sender to a single recipient. The system/ method employs a particular 
carrier and is directed toward the sender accessing and using the carrier's tracking website. 

1 A gerund is a verbal-noun ending in "...ing" which expresses generalized action of the 
verb. 
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The Office Action assumes that Boucher's packaging is equivalent to Applicant's wrap and 
that the contents of Boucher's packaging are equivalent to Applicanf s gift. 



In Boucher it is the sender which designates the recipient's address to which the package is 
ultimately shipped, and only one package and its original contents are shipped and tracked. 



This differs from the following of Applicant's claim 5 in which: 

• the control system is input with first data from the first user ("customer" in Box 28 of 
Fig. 1) who has transferred a wrap containing one g ift to a second user ("first recipient" 
in Box 36); 

• the control system is input with second data from the second user /first recipient (Box 
38); and 

• the control system is enabled to access third data from a third user ("second recipient" 
in Box 44) to whom the wrap and an other g ift (second gift in Box 40) have been sent. 

There is no disclosure or suggestion in Boucher of inputting data resulting from the ending 
of the first shipment's transit to the original recipient and then inputting further data from 
shipment of other contents /gift in the same packaging/ wrap to a further recipient. 



According, in view of the foregoing it is submitted that the single claim 5 under 
consideration as now amended is fully allowable, and such action is solicited. Should the 
Examiner have any questions, a telephone call to Applicant's undersigned attorney at 561- 
333-6591 is invited. 



Conclusion 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: Fri, Jun 27, 2008 




Richard E. Backus, Reg. 22,701 
Law Offices of Richard E. Backus 
2792 Pillsbury Way 
Wellington, FL 33414 
Tel: 561-333-6591 
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